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Remarks 

In response to the Office Action mailed February 8> 2006, tlie AppUcants respectfully 
request reconsideration of the pending claims based on the above amendments and the following 
remarks. The pending claims are beUeved lo be in allowable condition. Claims 1, 5, 6, 7, 1 1 and 
12 are cunently pending in the application. Claims 1 and 7 have been amended. Claims 1,5,6, 
7, 1 1 and 12 were rejected. Examination and reconsideration based on this Amendment and the 
following remarks are respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejections— 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragrapii 

Claims 1. 5, 6, 7, 11 and 12 arc rejected as lacking enablement. Applicants respectfully 
traverse tins rejection and submit that die Office Action does not present by a preponderance of 
evidence why a person skilled in the art would not recognize in an ^pUcant's disclosure a 
description of the invention defined by independent claims 1 and 7. (See MPEP 2163.04), The 
specification describes the determining a best set of platfbtm locations firom the set of possible 
platfonn locations and detcrroining if the inclusion of each one of the possible platfoini locations 
in the list causes the total set of platforms to reach more targets or the same number of targets 
with less total distance in paragraphs 37 through 39 of the specificatioQ. 

The Office Action also does not contain express findmgs of fact that support a lack of 
written description conclusion. Express findings should establish a prima facie case by 
providing reasons why a person skilled in the art at the time the application was filed would not 
have recognized that the inventor was in possession of the invention as claimed in view of the 
disclosure of the appUcation as filed, (See MPEP 2163.04). As stated above, Applicants 
respectfully submit that support for the cited claim features arc apparent in paragraphs 37-39 of 
the specification. Thus, the cited subject matter is described in the specification in such a way as 
to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected to 
make and/or use tlie invention. Based on the aforementioned discussion, it is respectfully 
submitted that the rejections of claims 1 and 7 under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph should be 
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withdrawn. It is also submitted that the rejections of claitns 5, 6, U and 12 should be withdrawn 
based on their dependency on the aforementioned claims. 

Claim Rejections— 35 U-S-C. §103 

Claims 1 , 5, 6, 7. 1 1 and 12 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cullick et aL, U. S. Patent No. 6,549,879 (hereinafter "CXiUick") in view of Bnmet. U, S. 
Patent No. 6,3 15,054 (hereiDafter '"Brunei"), and further in view of Smitheraian, U.S. Patent No. 
5,975,207, (hereinaftea- "Smitherman'*) and admitted prior art. Applicants respectfully submit 
that Cullick in view of Brunet, Smitheraian, and/or admitted prior art do not make obvious 
amended independent claims 1 and 7. 

Applicants' amended claim 1 is drawn to a computer-implemeuted method of generating 
optimized platfomi location sets locations for extracting hydroc:irbons from underground 
reservoirs. The method comprises, among other features, (1) computing a maximum number of 
targets to be assigned for each of a user-specified number of platforms by determining the 
product of a user-specified number of slots and a user-specified number of targets per slot, (2) 
selecting a possible set of platfiarm locations &om at least one of a number of X and Y 
coordinates from automatically generated target locations, a user-specified number of platform 
locations, or a generated grid of evenly spaced platfomi locations, (3) validating the set of 
possible platform locations to determine tfiat each possible platform location in flie set is in a 
geographically valid area by comparing each possible platfomi location against a set of 
exclusionary polygons, (4) determining a best set of plaifomi locations fcom the set of possible 
platform locations by an iterative process which adds each of the possible platfomi locations to a 
list comprising the user-specified number of platforms and determining if the inclusion of each 
one of the possible platform locations in the list causes the total set of platforms to reach more 
targets or the same ntimber of targets with less total distance thereby retu rning locations that are 
most desirable , and (5) optimizing each platform location in the best set of platform locations by 
an iterative process which determines whether an improvement is achieved by moving each of 
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the platform locarions within a fiaction of a platform reach m eight compass directions arotmd a 
current selected best platform location. 

In contrast, the Office Action acknowledges that Cullick docs not expressly disclose a 
computer-implemented method of generating optimized platform k»cation sets locarions for 
extracting hydrocarbons ftom underground reservoirs. However, the Office Action relies on 
Brunei to resolve the deficiencies of CuUick stating that Brunei discloses a "computer- 
implemented method of generating optimized platform location sets locations for extracting 
hydrocarbons from underground reservoirs." (See Office Action page 5, lines 9-11). Applicants 
respectfully disagree and submit that Brunet does not contemplate a computer implemented 
method. Neither the specification nor the figures of Brunet mention a computer or implementing 
the mechanical subject matter of Brunet with a computer. Brunet discloses a mechanical 
assembly that locates Jateral bores 4at have akeady been drilled. Thus, Brunet alone, or even in 
combination with Cullick, does not disclose amended claim 1 because Brunet only mechanically 
locates bores after they have been drilled and does not contemplate nor accommodate 
implementation with a computer. (See Brunet abstract, CL2, L 19-20, and CL 33, L 9-32). 

Further, tibe Office Action acknowledges that Cullick does not disclose (1) computing a 
maximum number of targets to be assigaed for each of a user-specified number of platforms by 
detennining the product of a user-specified number of slots and a user-specified number of 
targes per slot but relies on Smitherman to cure the deficiencies of Cullick. Smitherman 
discloses a non-computer implemented method and apparatus for handling drill pipe in a 
deviated well. Thus, Smitherman does not contemplate confuting a maximum number of 
targets by determining the product of a user specified number of slots and targets per slot. There 
is no indication in Smithemian that the number of wells per platfonn is a computed maximum 
number determined by a product. (See Smitherman abstract, CLl, L37-40). Thus, amended 
claim 1 is allowable over Smitherman alone or in combination with Cullick. 

Still further, the Office Action acknowledges that Cullick does not expressly disclose (2) 
selecting a possible set of platform locations firora at least one of a number of X and Y 
coordinates from automatically generated target locations, a user-specified number of platform 
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locations, or a generated grid of evenly spaced platform locations but relies on Brunei to resolve 
this deficiency. The Applicants respectfully disagree with this inteipretetioa of Brunet. As 
noted in the Office Action, one of the goals of Brunet is to reduce the number of platform 
locations (Col. 2, lines 19-20 and Fig. 4). Brunei teaches that this may be accomplished by 
creating a junction in a wellbore (i.e., below the surface) (Col. 13. bnes 45-54). Moreover, 
Brunet fails to teach, disclose, or suggest determining additional surface platform locations to 
add to a set of surface platform locations as recited in amended independent claim 1. As noted 
above, Brunet only teaches that a junction may be created fi-om a weUbore casing below the 
surfece of the earth fi^m a single plaifoim location. Moreover, Brunet discloses a method for 
locating bores that have already been drilled and only mentions reducing the number of 
platforms as a benefit of horizontal drilling. Brunei does not disclose selecting a possible set of 
platform locations because the platform locations are predetennined in Brunet. Brunet also does 
not disclose reaching more targets with additional platforms or relocation platforms to reach 
more targets as recited in amended claim 1. Brunei only mentions reducing, not increasing, the 
number of platforms as a side benefit of horizontalAateral drilling. (See Brunet CL2, L19-20). 
Thus claim 1 is allowable over Cullick in view of Brunet for at least this reason also. 

The Office Action also acknowledges that Cullick does not expressly disclose validating 
a set of possible platform locations to determine that each possible platfoim is in a geographic 
valid area by comparing each possible platform location against a set of exclusionary polygons 
but relies on Brunet to overcome this deficiency. Applicants rcspcctfiiUy submit that Brunet 
only conteraplates locating bores that have already been drilled. Also, althougih Cullick validates 
cells, neitha- Cullick nor Brunet alone or in combination discloses validating a set of possible 
platform locations as recited in claim 1. (See Brunet CL2, L19-20). Thus, claim 1 is allowable 
over Cullick in view of Brunet for ax least this reason as well. 

Additionally, the Office Action acknowledges that Cullick does not disclose (4) 
determining a best set of platfomi locations from the set of possible platform locations by an 
iterative process which adds each of the possible platform locations to a list comprising the user- 
specified number of platforms and determining if die inclusion of each one of the possible 
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platfonn locarions in the list causes the total set of platfoiros to reach more targets or the same 
tiumber of targets with less total distance thereby returning locations that are mos t desirable. 
However the Office Action relies on Brunei to overcome the deficiencies of CulUck. Applicants 
respectfully submit that Brunet only locates bores that are drilled and does not disclose 
detemiimjig a best set of platform locations for at least the same reasons as described above with 
respect to claim 1. Claim 1 recites determining if the inclusion of each one of the possible 
platform locations in the list causes the total set of platforms to reach more targets or the same 
number of targets with less total distance. Thus, claim 1 does not recite changes to platform 
locations whereas Brunet only mentions reducing the number of platforms as a benefit of 
horizontal driUing, Thus, amended claim 1 is aUowable over Cullick or Bnmet alone or in 
combination. 

Still further, the Office Action acknowledges that Cullick does not expressly disclose (5) 
optimizing each platfonn location in the best set of platform locations by an iterative process 
which deteimines whether an improvement is achieved by moving each of the platform locations 
within a fraction of a platfoim reach in eight compass directions aroimd a current selected best 
platfonn location but relies on admitted prior art to overcome the shortcomings of Cullick. 
Applicants respectfully submit that page 2, Para 004 of the specification only mentions moving a 
surface location of a single base case platform in four (4) compass directions not moving each of 
tiie platform locadons within a fraction of a platfonn reach in eight compass directions around a 
current selected best platform location. (See specification Page 2. P:ira 004). Thus, claim 1 is 
allowable over Cullick in view of admitted prior art at least for this reason also. 

As per claim 7, amended claim 7 is allowable over Cullick, in view of Brunet, 
Smithemian, and/or admitted prior art at least for the reasons stated above with respect to 
amended claim 1. 

Dependent Claims 5, 6, 11 and 12 are also allowable at least for the reasons described 
above regarding independent Claims 1 and 7 and by viime of their respective dependencies vpon 
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independent Claims 1 or 7. Accoidingly, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of this 
rejection of dq)endent Claims 5, 6, 11 and 12. 

ConclnSion 

In view of Hie foregoing amendments and remarks, this appUcation is now believed to be 
in a condition for allowance. A notice to this effect is respectfully requested. If the Examiner 
believes, after this amendment, that the auplication is not in condition for allowance, the 
Examiner is invited to call directly Applicants' attorney at Hoc number listed below. 

If any additional fees are required for the timely consideration of this application, please 
charge Deposit Account Number 13-2725. 

Respectfully submitted, 
MERCHANT & GOULD 



Date: August 8, 2006 




Merchant & Gould, LLC 
P.O. Box 2903 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402-0903 
Telephone: 404.954.5100 



23552 

patb^tkaMMarx omcE 
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